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July 10,2004 

C h W n  Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commissioii 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am w~ting to ask that the FCC not impose new hidde~~ charges and fm on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minodties, lower-income f d l i e s ,  senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and fiends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

- But such price hikes aze precisely WW &e FCC WiMeifit M.i&siwv ‘Tn-state” aeew 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to lag& local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consurnen that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to mise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, hnmigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
€or local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers Merally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable dternative to regular and wireless 
telephone semices, 

. But sucllgrice hikes =precisely w W b F C C  wU&4fit inflicts n e w - ~ ‘ M e ’ ’  access 
charges and other fees on p p a i d  cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consurnem that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provjded by 
these cards. 

. - 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-pgd cdling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

f l  Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Gthleen Abernath y 
Commissions Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator I 

I 
I 
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July 10,2004 .-. 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Fedaal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will. result in higher rates -in m y  cases, dtamatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calIs. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in find rather than ttie pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pm-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caner, who m a y  be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platfm” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hem a message about a company, non-profit or person, The caller then 
dials the tekphone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as wdl as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one fiom Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell. companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant Sveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the 10% distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customem’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S- Adelskin 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to ckcmnvent current des on cdls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card, If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘Lplatfonn+’ in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. Prom this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a comgany, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dids the telephone number of somcone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calk, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one frmn Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject%to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single hi-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consu~rs .  

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Cons& don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corpmtions. 

X am aware that the long distance companies and others that scll pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effoa to profwt tbcir customers’ interests in this ~nanner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on tbe side ’of consumers and show the Bell companies the doox 
on this issue. / 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abcmathy 
Commissioner Michael I .  Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein . 

Senator 
Senator . ’ 

. .  
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July 10,2004 . 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, DC 20554 
445 12th Street, S.W. 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: . 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell teiephone compdes to ckcurnvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher iates - m mahy cases, dramatically hiaer 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a prepaid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska, From th is 
‘hlatfonn,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia Current rules, as well as c o m o n  sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
sepaxate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers- 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone c a s  too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC m an effort to protect their customers’ htmsts in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue.. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner,Kathleen Q. Abennatby 
c6mtnissioner Michael J. Copps 

. Commissioner Kevin J. March 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstem . 

’ Selmor 
Senator 



la 011/021 

I. 

. .  

July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell : 
Federal Communicatiois Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent curreut rules on calls placed with a pxe-paid 
cailiig card. If they succeed, it will result in bigher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumrs who place the calls. AS you approach your work on this docket, 1 implore, 
you to keep the, needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell comp3nies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, dong with his or her PTN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, i s  connected to a “p1atform”in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
‘platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dids the telephone numbex of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska.and one fwm Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to intexstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the BeU. companies’ actuaI 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already risingfor gas, milk and other products. konsumcrs don’t need higher prices for 
phcne calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

. .  

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sei pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect thek customers’ mterests in thismanner. It is 
now time f? the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 

cc 
Commissioner Michael 3.k-s 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Semtor 
Senator .) 

. 



July 10,2004 

.Chairman Michael’K. PoweU 
Federal Communications Co&ssion 
445 12th Street., S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No- 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

@012/021 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it Will result in higher rates - k many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this. docket, 1 implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather thaa.the pleadhgs of the four Bell coqclnies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a prepaid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her F“. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
‘‘platform,” he or she hears a message about a companyy, non-profit or person. The c a l k  then . 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as cormnon sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because the$ is a call to Nebraska ‘md then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat. this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell compani&’ actual 
Costs, which axe only a fiaction of what they want to charge consumers. 

E c e s  are already rising for gG, milk and other products. Cons&&s don’t need Ggher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when ’these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 

. ,  

. ._ - . .. 

corporations . 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the BdeU companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

. .  . 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q- Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Comniunications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuak opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current d e s  m calls placed with a prepaid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - h many cases, dramatkally higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-fiee number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘zplatfonn’’ in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia- Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one fiom Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subjeet to interstate access charges because there i s  a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as B single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to rbe Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

&ices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prick for 
phone caUs too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and otbexs that sel l  prepaid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this &a. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell compmies the door 
on this issuc. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J- Copps 
Cornmissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairinan Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

@I 014 /021  

Re: .WC Docket No. 03-133 

Rear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent cUITeDt rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will resdt in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of cons- in mind rather than the pkadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along w i h  his or hex PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘platform” in mother state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From t h i s  
‘’platfarm,” he or she hears a message about a coqpany, non-profit or person. The d e r  then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to tbt Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Psces &e already rising for gas, milk andother products. Consumexs don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and ochers that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the dom 
on this issue. 

# 
ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 

Commissioner Michael, 1. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martia 
Cammissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator . .  
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - m many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consuiners who place the calls. As you approach your work on &is docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, aiong with his or her PIN. me calla, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘$latfom” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“pla~om,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The, caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that t lus  represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate calI to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can lcvy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Pricts-ziiesilready irs- €or gas, fix 5id other p5Sucks. Cons16&i Xok’t need &$-&-pSces for 
phone caas too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

. -  . . _  ~ . .  

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in With the FCC b an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It i s  
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of co11sume.r~ and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincmdy, 

ccs: Commissionet Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell . 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE; W C  Docket No, 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

Militaty personnel stationed in the U.S. and all over the world reIy heavily upon low-cost 
telecomunioatims sewices to keep in touch witb fenlily and friends back home. But pending 
before the FCC is a proposal that would htrochxce new charges and fees on these cards that we 
depend upon to stay connected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of American service 
men aud women stationed worldwide. 

I understand that the FCC is considering applying "in-state" WCESS charges and othcr fees on 
certain prepaid calling card services. American s d c e  personnel, particularly those who move 
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to keep in touch with their families at set, 
affardable rates. 

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available - without tfiem, d t a r y  personnel 
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service. R a i s b  the price ofpmpaid 
calling cards will directly harm individuals who are most in need of vital phone service to keep 
their loved ones within reach. 

Imposing in-state charps.would F y g t  to a subataqhl hcrgsei in the cost ofprepaid CaIJs, 
d&tmying &e 
military personnel and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card 
services. 

of calling cards for our service men and women. Please look out for our 

ccs! Commissioner WchaeI Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner J o n a h  Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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@017/021 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I a m  writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local BeU telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-pmd 
calling card. I€ they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramaticalIy higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1 implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind lather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which-a caller uses a pre-pdd calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN, The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a "plodom" in another state -- let's say in Nebraska. From this 
"platform" he or she hears a message about a company, ncm-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls. one from Virginia to Nebrash and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Bath calls are subject to interstate access cbarges because there is a dl to Nebraska and then a 
s~pmate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to heat this as a single in-state call so they 'can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies' actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices &e already rising for gas, milk'and other products. C o n s k ,  don't need higher ptices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates =present a blatant giveaway to four larpe 
corporations. 

I ;M awqe that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the PCC in an effort to protect their customers' interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of ~ 0 1 1 s ~  and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issu 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abcrnathy 
Commissioner Michael J .  Copps ' 

Commissioner Kevin J. Marrin 
' Commissioner Jonathan S. Addstein 

Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. ‘ 

Washingfon,DC20554 ’. , 

Re: W C  Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a prepaid 
calling card. If they succeed., it will result in higher rates - in maby cases, dramatically bigher 
races - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in. mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in whkh a calIer uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN, The caller, who b y  be in Virginia, far 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another stab -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“placfonn” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from V-a to Nebraska and one from N e b d m  to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to bxlrerstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call  to Vixginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no rela~onship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are odg a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Ipiiices are already risinp-for gas, IGE and o&r products. Consum& don’t need &her prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blacanc giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell prepaid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ iotcreSts in. this manner. It is 

Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senaror 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communicatims Cornmission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re; WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powelk 

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and @dividuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent m t  rules OR calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher ram - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I: implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the plerldmgs of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls h wMch a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a tolI-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia. for 
example, is corncited to a “platform)’ in another state! - let‘s say m Nebraska- From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rurururururururururururul, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Vkginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to freat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such faes have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a hcticm of what they want to charge coz1sumers. 

Prices are &ady rismg far gas, &ik and otbkr products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone c a s  too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

mOl9/021 

I am aware’that the long &stance companies and others that sell pre-paiddling cards have 
weighed ik with the FCC in am effort to protect their C U S ~ O ~ ~ X S ’  intcrestS in this &.a. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 

, 

CCSI c o m m i s s  

Co&ssioner Jotlathan S. AdeIstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chakmn Michael K. Powell 
F e d d  Communications C o d s s i o n  
445 12tb skeet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 . 

@020/021 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to ‘add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone compani& to circumvent current des on calls placed wich a prepaid 
calling cafd. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumRrs who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of commers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell comp&esS. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in wbich a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free n e ,  along with his or her PJN 7%e caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platfonn” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
”platfom” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone nmber of someone in V i r e a .  Cutrent rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because thm i s  a call to Nebraska and then a 
sepaiate c d  to Virginia. 

But ~e Bell companies want to treat this as a.single in-state C ~ I I  so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fractim of what they want to charge c o n s u m .  

Prices are already rising for gas, &lk and other products. Consumers don’ t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large . 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and otbers that sel I  prepaid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ hterests in this manner. ‘It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell comprtnies the door 
on this issue. 

> 
--- ... 

ccs: Codssioner Kathleen Q..Abcmathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Cows 
Commissioner Kevk J. Martin’ 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
.S€YXttOr 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my vdce to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent m t  rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pbdjngs of.the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid c a b g  card and 
dials a toll-free numbex, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, far 
example, is connected to a "platform" in another state -- let's say in Nebraska. From this 
'platform,'' he or she hears a message.about a company, nm-profit or person.. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because here is a call to Nebraska and then a 
sep-te call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat'this as a single %state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to de Bell companies' actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

EiceS aie already r i s h  f& gas, milk arid other products. Consumers don't need higher pric& for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell prepaid calling cuds have 
wcighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers' intexests in this manner, It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers 'and show the Bell companies the door 
on this isme. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 

C d s s i o n e r  Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Addstcia 
Senator 
Senata 

0 Commissioner Michael 3. Copps 
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July IO, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Sheet’ S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chaiman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed. i t  will lresult in higher rates - in many cases, dramaticidly higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadhgs of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell uompanies want to target those calk id which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number’ along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, i s  connected to a “platform” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a c e a n y ,  non-profit or person. ’l[lxe caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Curat rules, as well. as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from VkP;nia to Nebraska and one fiom Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because time is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to beat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which itre only a fraction of what they want to charge cmsumers. 

Prices are already r i s i n g  for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higber prices for ‘ 

phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations- 

.__ 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell prepaid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the PCC to weigh in on the side of commers and show the Bell. companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathlttn Q. Abtrnathy 
Commissioner MiChad J. Copps 
Commissiomx Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 

’ Senator 
Senator - 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman ,Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to &om 
by the local Bell telephone companieS to circumvent ament rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling car& If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - m many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work OII this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumexs in mind rather than the pleadings ofthe four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-li-ee number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, i s  connected to a ‘platform’’ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. Pram this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or puson. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Vkginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call SO they can levy exorbitant in- 
state. access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actuaI 
costs, which are ody a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, Illilk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calIs too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies ind others that sell *-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an cffm to protect their customers’ beerests in this manner- It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in 011 the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on w issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernatby 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 

Cammissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senaim 
Senator 

, Commissionex Kevin 1. Martin 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell. 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Strefx S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efr~rt~ 
by the local BeU teIepbone companies to chmvent  current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If thay succeed, it will resuIt iu higher rates - in many cases, dramaticdly higher 
.rates - for cox~sumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in wMch a calk  wes a --paid calling c a d  and 
dials a toll-fiee number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Vhginia, for 
example, is connected to a cplatf0m7’ in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platfonn,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller tbRa 
dials the telephone number of someme in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that t h i s  represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and m e  from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges btcause there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate cail to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat t h i s  as a single in-state. cal l  so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

_. - ... _. ... . _ .  - .... - . . .  .. ... .... . - 
Prices are already rising for gas, miIk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calk too, especially when. these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance, companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect ~ I ~ e i r  customers’ interests in this manner. It i s  
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side o€consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Karhleen Q. Abernathy 
Connnissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissi,oner Kevin 3. Martin - Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Fedwal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Wasbugton, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell; 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone c ~ d c s  to i&cllmvemt cuxrent rules on calls placed with a pm-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result ,in h i g h  rates - iamauy cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bdl  companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pm-paid calling card and . 
dials a toll-free number, along ’with his OF her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia; for . 

example, is connected to a “platform” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she h e a r s  a message about a company, nm-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
‘that t h i s  represents two calls, one &am Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to intmsute access charges because there i s  a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call. to Virginja. 

But tbe Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can Ievy exorbitat m- 
state access charges. Such fees have na relationship whatsoever to the Bell compwies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calIs roo, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

* 

I am aware that &e long distance’ companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC iri an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this d e r .  It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

CCS:  Commissioner Kathleen Q- Abemathy 
Cammissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10, 2004 

Chahmn Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications C h s s i o n  
445 12th Street, SW. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Deai Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell ttkphone cornpanics to circumvent c u n t  rules on calls placed with a pm-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in bigher rates - m many cages, dramatically higher 
rates - for consum~s who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket. 1 implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want 'to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid callimg card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her Pm. The caller, who may be in Virginia for 
example, is connected to a ''platfom" in another state - let's say in Nebraska. From this 

' "platform," he or she hears a message about a company; non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of Someme in Virginia. current d e s ,  as well as Common sense, state 
that th is  represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because &m i s  a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate cdl  to Virgjnia. 

But the'Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to tbe Bell companies' actual 

' costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 
- .  - 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates'rcpment a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance corapaaies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their custamers' interests in this manner. It is 
now time €or the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumcrs and show the Bell companies b door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissionex .MchaeI J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin 5. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Addsteh 
Senator 
Senator . 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
FederaI Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I an writing to ask that the FCC not impose nkw hidden charges md fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local. telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable, costs. 

In economicalIy disadvantaged. areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

- -But such price hikes iire precisely what the FCC will do3f-h infkts new “in-state”immzy 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. ”he fees would funnel dircctly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
Ieast afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

. - .. . -. . . 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calljng card consumers by deciding 
hat thes services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees, A 

cc3: Commissioner MichaeI‘Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that tfst FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

, college studem and 
of needs. Many of these 

to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone swvice. For these consumers, a paypaid card may.be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to makc phone cplls to look for EI job, fds affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in t d  with f&J’ end fii6nds. ’ These 
cards offer convenience and prcdicoablt COS@. 

In economically dimdv 
prices of these card8 incnml?. 
consumcT p u p s  because: ?hey 
telephone services. 

litaJplly risk being disconntcttd if the 
crnds are indispensable for these and other 
IC altcmative to regular and wireless 

of provliding pre-paid cards at-&cxdable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of prepaid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these iervices A?: ;t to cxorbkant new acccss,charges and other fees. 

ccs: Comnissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abmathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
C 6 d s s i o n a  Jonathan Addstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

E: WC Docket No. 03-133 

D e s  Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hiddcn charges and fees on prqaid 
calling card scrvices. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumem do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with fm‘ly and friends. These 
card3 offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards rn indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

__  . - _. - - But such price hikes pnzek&y-what the PCC wil3de ifit-kfkts new ‘~n-~ta€e’~3~ee3s 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substmtially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at afYordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card. consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Sincere1 y, 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



0 7 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 4  11:05 FAX 

July 10,2004 

G?J 009 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Sheet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 a n i  writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the loa1 Bell telephone companies to circumvent current d e s  on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling cad. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the cdls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in wkch a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be h Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘platform” in another state - let’s say m Nebraska. From this 
”pla t fe ,”  he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone nwnber of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a shgle in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

. .  . . . I  - . . .  . . .  . * . .  
Prick are already dsing for gas, milk and other products- Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a bIatanr giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests m this manner, It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 

s issue. 

Commissioner Kathl& Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Revin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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